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Abstract 
The present study investigated the psychological mechanisms behind the 
regulation of hostile emotional response to interpersonally triggered harm. 
Expanding from two previously established models (Quigley & Tedeschi, 1996), 
which showed that anger in response to being harmed was a result of harm, 
justification, intention and blame, new models were put forward by including 
familiarity with the harmdoer as an additional, socially relevant factor. To 
examine the cross-cultural generalizability of the processes, 869 individuals 
were recruited from Hong Kong, Japan, US, and Germany. Their self-reports 
concerning a recalled incident in which they had been harmed were analyzed 
using multisample SEM analyses. Our findings showed that one of the expanded 
models showed a satisfactory fit to the data in all four cultures (CFI>.90). While 
the final model was applicable to all four cultures, cultural variability was shown 
in some links. Research implications and future directions were discussed. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Importance of Relationships and Avoidance of Interpersonal Harm 
As human beings, our well-being depends largely on our relationships 
with others. Social resources and interpersonal support are so important to both 
our physical and psychological health (Burman & Margolin，1992; Wood, 
Rhodes, & Whelan, 1989; Kiecolt-Glaser et al.，1987) that we all attempt to 
maintain the quality of our social network. A basic aspect of relational 
maintenance is, of course, to minimize the chances of harming others. 
Nonetheless, due to problems with goal incompatibilities or conflicting 
interpersonal strategies, we all harm others either intentionally or unintentionally 
at times. 
Given the survival value of our social resources (Baumeister & Leary, 
1995)，however, we do not give up our interpersonal relationships easily despite 
the harmful behaviors of others. In actuality, to maintain the stability of our 
social network, it is important for us to possess certain elasticity in our tolerance 
of interpersonal harm and the shortcomings of others. In extreme cases, some 
people even seem to hold on to their relationships regardless of the palpable 
ensuing damage. For instance, many women choose to stay in an abusive 
marriage despite maltreatment by their husbands (Herbert, Silver, & Ellard, 
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1991). One of the goals in the present study is to explore the psychological 
mechanisms behind such reactions to relational harm that sometimes appear 
incomprehensible to the rest of us. 
Regulation of Hostility by Cognitive Adjustments 
Apparently, the elasticity of our interpersonal tolerance is enabled by the 
cognitive computations we perform prior to our emotional response to relational 
harm. Research has shown that women who stay with abusive partners perceive 
the relationship in a positive light by employing cognitive strategies (Herbert, 
Silver, & Ellard’ 1991). Herbert et al. (1991) reported that women still involved 
with their abusive partners were more likely than those who are no longer 
involved to report that the abuse was not frequent or severe. In addition, they 
were also more likely to see their marriage as being superior to most, and less 
likely to interpret their husbands' positive behavior as manipulative. Furthermore, 
studies have found that 26% to 29% of dating abuse victims view physically 
aggressive behaviors as a sign of love (Gate et a l , 1982; Henton et al., 1983). 
More importantly, it was found that abused women who remained with their 
husbands were not differentiated from those who had left in terms of their level 
of psychosocial adjustment (Herbert et al., 1991). 
As can be seen from the coping strategies of abuse victims, a positive 
Regulating Hostility 3 
appraisal of the relationship as well as favorable construals of the perpetrator's 
behaviors may lead us to blame the perpetrator less and experience less hostility 
toward the person in consequence. Our flexibility in tolerating the behavioral or 
character flaws of others, perhaps especially those whom we are familiar with, 
comes from our capacity in regulating our cognitions, and thus our emotions. 
Plausible Psychological Mechanism Behind the Regulation of Hostility 
In their study on the feelings of anger in the context of interpersonal harm, 
Quigley and Tedeschi (1996) presented two well-fitted structural equation 
models on the antecedent cognitions as well as the affective response of anger. 
Participants were asked to recall an incident where they had been harmed and fill 
in a questionnaire concerning that incident. Amount of harm, intention to do 
harm, justification for doing harm as well as blame were used to predict anger. In 
both models, intention and justification predicted blame which mediated the 
effect of those two attributions on feelings of anger. In the first model (Model A; 
see Figure 1), harm operates similarly to intention and justification, but also has 
an independent effect on anger. In the second model (Model B; see Figure 2)， 
harm also has a direct effect on anger, but its effect on blame is only mediated by 
anger. Apart from its effect on anger through blame, intention also has a direct 
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most contrasting difference between the two models is that whereas Model A 
assumes a one-way relationship from blame to anger, Model B assumes a 
recursive relationship between blame and anger which feed back on each other. 
In other words, Model B demonstrates the possibility that "the more angry one 
becomes, the more blame one attributes" (Quigley & Tedeschi, 1996，p. 1282). 
The authors of this study argued that this model was more acceptable on the 
basis of theory and past research. 
The relationship between attributions and anger as shown by these two 
structural equation models may represent part of the psychological mechanisms 
behind the regulation of hostility. What the models failed to address, however, 
was how these attributions might be influenced by the relational context of the 
harm. More specifically, nothing is known about how familiarity between the 
victim and the perpetrator might affect the process. It is expected that this 
important social information is essential in allowing us to evaluate the harmful 
event and arrive at an adaptive level of hostility. 
Purposes and Design of the Present Study 
The present study aimed to investigate the psychological mechanism behind 
the regulation of interpersonally triggered hostility. In order to do so, the two 
well-established models by Quigley and Tedeschi (1996) on the connections 
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between antecedent cognitions and experienced anger were extended by 
including a relational variable which assesses the degree of familiarity between 
the victim and the harmdoer. 
Apart from the addition of familiarity to the model, the original construct of 
harm was also enriched by assessing two different types of harm, namely, 
emotional harm and relational harm. While emotional harm evaluates the amount 
of damage to one's emotional life, relational harm estimates the damage to one's 
relationship quality with the perpetrator. By including these two different kinds 
of harm, it is hoped that the construct of harm is better tapped and its 
relationship with other variables in the models will be further elucidated. 
Moreover, in an attempt to improve the measurement of the rest of the constructs 
in the models, more items were employed in the assessments of justification, 
blame and hostility in the present study. 
Cross-Cultural Examinations 
Relational harm is a universal phenomenon, an interpersonal reality that 
happens to people across different cultures. Nonetheless, we have little 
understanding about whether people from different cultures react the same to 
relational harm. To fill the gap in the existing research literature, the current 
study examined interpersonally triggered hostility in four diverse cultures, 
Regulating Hostility 8 
including two Asian cultures (i.e., Hong Kong and Japan) as well as two Western 
cultures (i.e., US and Germany). 
Hypotheses of the Present Study 
First of all, the performances of the original Models A and B (with 
modified measures in the current study) across four cultures were compared. The 
one demonstrating better fit to the data was then chosen to examine the 
performance of the new model with familiarity as an additional predictor. 
Multisample analyses were performed using EQS to see if the new model was 
cross-culturally applicable. It was speculated that, although the strength of the 
linkages among the variables might vary from culture to culture, the same 
structural equation model would fit the data across all four cultures. In other 
words, the overall psychological mechanisms behind our regulation of 
interpersonally triggered hostility was expected to be culture-general. 
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Chapter 2: Method 
Participants 
Eight-hundred and eighty-four university students from four countries were 
recruited from introductory psychology classes in their universities. Participants 
took part in this study as a partial fulfillment of the course requirements. The 
respondents were assured of confidentiality and anonymity for their responses. A 
scanning of the data showed that some cases contained more than 50% missing 
data. Fifteen cases with the number of missing items more than half of the total 
number of items were discarded; 869 cases remained after this trimming 
procedure, with 145 from Hong Kong, 200 from Japan, 306 from the US, and 
218 from Germany. The mean age of the whole sample was 20.22 {SD = 3.63). 
Procedure 
Participants were given a questionnaire that began with the following 
instructions: 
Think about a specific time within the last two years someone has harmed you. 
The harm that occurred could have been physical harm or emotional harm 
(such as insulting you or betraying you). When you have thought of an 
episode, please answer the following questions concerning that incident. 
Measurement Scales 
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Familiarity. To assess how familiar the respondent thought he or she was 
with the harmdoer, the respondent was asked, "How well did you know the 
person who harmed you." Participants indicated the degree of familiarity with 
the harmdoer on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 {not at all) to 7 {very 
well). 
The amount of harm was assessed by the following two scales: 
Emotional Harm. The degree of emotional harm was measured by two 
items, "How would you rate the amount of emotional harm which occurred to 
you in the incident?" and "How severe was the emotional harm you suffered?" 
rated from 1 {no harm) to 7 {vety great/severe harm). 
Relational Harm. The degree of harm to the relationship between the 
respondent and the harmdoer was measured by one item, "How much harm was 
done to your relationship with the person who harmed you?" rated from 1 {no 
harm) to 7 {very severe harm). 
Justification. Justification for the harm was measured with four items, "The 
person was justified in what s(he) did," rated from 1 {not justified) to 7 {very 
justified), "The other person believed s(he) had a legitimate reason for harming 
you," "The person had a right to do what s(he) did to you," and "You deserved 
what the person did to you," rated from 1 {disagree) to 7 {agree). 
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Intention. Intentions of the harmdoer were measured with three items, 
namely, "The person intended to harm me," "The person wanted to harm me," 
and "The person planned on harming me." Responses were made on a 7-point 
scale with anchors of 1 {strongly disagree) and 7 {strongly agree). 
Blame. The amount of blame the respondent put on the harmdoer was 
assessed by four items, "It was the person's fault that I was harmed," "The 
person was wrong to do what (s)he did," and "The person is guilty of causing me 
harm," rated from 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree), and "How much 
do you blame the other person for harming you?" rated from 1 (not at all) to 7 
(very much). 
Hostility. The degree of hostility the respondent felt as a result of the harm 
was measured using four items, "How irritated were you at the other person?" 
rated from 1 {no irritation) to 7 {strong irritation), "How annoyed were you at 
the other person?" rated from 1 {not annoyed) to 7 {very annoyed), and "How 
angry were you at the other person?" rated from 1 (not angry) to 7 {very angry), 
and "How much did you resent the other person for harming you?" rated from 1 
{no resentment) to 7 {strong resentment). 
Internal consistencies of these scales can be found in Table 1 for each of the 
four cultural groups. Reliabilities were acceptable, ranging from .62 to .96. The 
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questionnaires were originally developed in English and translated into Japanese 
and Chinese by native speakers of each language. In each language, 
back-translation was performed by a different translator and the translated 
versions were compared to the original one. Changes were made wherever 
necessary to maximize the equivalence in meaning in every version (see 
Appendix A for a copy of all the items in the English version of the 
questionnaire). 
Overview of the Data Analyses 
Figures 1 and 2 display the original models put forward by Quigley and 
Tedeschi (1996). Tests were performed to compare the fit of these two models 
across the four cultural groups. The one showing a better fit to the data across all 
four samples were then adopted to elucidate the role of the additional 
variable—familiarity—in predicting interpersonally triggered hostility (see 
Figure 3). Specifically, familiarity between the victim and the harmdoer is 
proposed to influence the level of hostility through its effect on degree of harm, 
intention to harm and justification of harm. Multisample analyses within a 
structural equation model were used to test these models. 
To prepare the data for the multisample analyses, each scale was 
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item-total correlation in all four samples, showing that all items from all of the 
scales worked equally well in all four cultural groups. The EQS software 
package and maximum likelihood estimation were used for the multisample 
structural equation modeling procedures. Multisample analyses were chosen 
because they allow for a test of the metric invariance of the proposed model 
across different cultural groups. 
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Chapter 3: Results 
Means and Zero-Order Correlations 
Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for all of the scales used 
in the study. Gender differences in the mean scores were examined in the four 
cultural groups. No gender differences were found in the Japanese group. In the 
Hong Kong group, women had a significantly higher mean score than men on 
the hostility scale. While gender differences were found in all of the scales 
except for intention and blame in the German group, gender differences existed 
in all of the scales in the American group. Both German and American women 
tended to have higher mean scores on familiarity, emotional harm, relational 
harm and hostility, whereas both German and American men tended to score 
higher on justification. In addition, American women also showed more blame 
and attributed less intention than did American men (5.79 vs. 5.30 and 3.36 vs. 
3.92, respectively). Because of the modest sample size in the Hong Kong group 
(AM45)，the Japanese group (A^=200) and the German group ("=218), separate 
multigroup analyses by gender were not attempted. 
Intercorrelations among the variables are displayed for each cultural group 
in Table 2. As expected, the correlations between blame and hostility were 
significant, ranging from .38 (German group) to .72 (Hong Kong group). Also, 
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Table 1 
Means and Standard Deviations of Variables, Along With Scale Properties 
F A EH RH JU IN BL HO 
HK 
M 5.40a 5.01a 4.32a 3.24a 2.60a 3.88a 3.95a 
SD 1.57 1.51 1.95 1.34 1.65 1.42 1.64 
Japan 
M 3.39b 4.72ab 3.67b 2.47b 2.51a 5.24b 5.72b 
SD 2.37 1.81 2.22 1.14 1.50 1.61 1.23 
USA 
M 5.18a 4.62b 4.44a 2.37b 3.60b 5.57c 5.87b 
SD 2.13 2.05 2.34 1.31 2.11 1.52 1.50 
Germany 
M 5.42a 5.74c 5.23c 2.51b 2.63a 5.08b 5.74b 
SD 1.95 1.32 1.96 1.24 1.79 1.49 1.38 
Number of 
items 1 2 1 4 3 4 4 
HK a .96 .65 .93 .84 .93 
Japan a - .91 - .66 .80 .94 .80 
USA a - .96 - .67 .93 .85 .91 
Germany a - -95 - .62 .89 .83 .90 
n o t e ： A^=145 (Hong Kong), N=200 (Japan), 7V=306 (USA), N=a\% (Germany). 
Means within columns that do not share a common subscript differ at/? < .05. 
FA=familiarity with the harmdoer, EH=amoimt of emotional harm, RH=amount 
of relational harm, JU=justification, IN=intention, BL=blame, HO=hostility. 
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Table 2 
Correlations Among Variables in the Four Cultural Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Hong Kong (N=145) 
1. Familiarity -
2. Emotional Harm .08 -
3. Relational Harm -.05 .52** -
4. Justification .06 -.06 -.05 -
5. Intention -.21* .09 .33** -.05 -
6. Blame -.12 .23** .35** -.42** .49** -
7. Hostility -.20 .30** .36** -.26** .44** .72** 
Japan (A^=200) 
1 • Familiarity -
2. Emotional Harm .18* -
3. Relational Harm .34** .39** -
4. Justification .19** .00 .12 -
5. Intention .04 .27** .23** -.02 -
6. Blame -.11 -30** .07 -.49** .28** -
7. Hostility .02 .38** .23** -.13 .28** .45** 
USA ("=306) 
1. Familiarity -
2. Emotional Harm .41** -
3. Relational Harm .34** .43** -
4. Justification .03 -.08 -.04 -
5. Intention -.34** -.15* .05 -.07 -
6. Blame -.05 .21** .26** -.51** .34** -
7. Hostility .02 .27** .31** -.30** .30** .64** 
Germany (A^=218) 
1. Familiarity -
2. Emotional Harm .41** -
3. Relational Harm .34** .54** -
4. Justification .13 .08 .08 -
5. Intention -.28** .02 -.03 -.12 -
6. Blame -.09 .14* .04 -.40** .36** -
7. Hostility .13 .28** .19** -.15* .13 .38** 
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level according to a two-tailed test. 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level according to a two-tailed test. 
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except for relational harm in the Japanese and the German groups, the two 
components of harm (i.e., emotional harm and relational harm), justification as 
well as intention were all significantly correlated with blame. The correlations 
between familiarity and its predicted variables in the proposed model varied 
across cultures. Except for the Hong Kong group, familiarity was significantly 
correlated with both types of harm. Also, apart from the Japanese group, there 
was a significant correlation between familiarity and intention. On the contrary, 
the Japanese group was the only culture that showed a significant relationship 
between familiarity and justification. The above findings provided preliminary 
evidence for the hypothesized relations among variables and also allowed for 
further analyses to examine the hypothesized effects. 
Testing the Measurement Model Across Cultures 
Before the proposed model was tested, a measurement model of the five 
latent variables was checked across the four cultural groups. All factor loadings 
of latent variables were statistically significant at p<.05. While complete 
metrical equivalence was established among Hong Kong, Japan, and the US, 
partial invariance (i.e., 11 out of the 17 factor loadings) was achieved in 
Germany. After releasing six factor loadings in Germany, the measurement 
model yielded an acceptable level of fit to all four cultural groups, x^ (466, N 
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=869) = 1026.635, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.04, 
Non-Nomied Fit Index (NNFI) = 0.92, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.93. 
Testing the Validity of the Original Models Across Cultures 
Next, the performances of the original Models A and B (with modified 
measures in the current study) were tested. It was found that while Model A 
(Figure 1) demonstrated satisfactory fit to the data across all four samples (i.e., 
Hong Kong, Japan, the US, and Germany), Model B (Figure 2) gave rise to 
problems in fitting the data across all four samples. 
Testing Model A With Familiarity Across Cultures 
Testing Factor Invariance 
Having established that Model A is a satisfactory model, familiarity was 
then added to the model for further tests. All factor loadings of latent variables 
and all path coefficients were freely estimated at the beginning and then the 
factor loadings were constrained to be equal across all four groups (partially 
equal in Germany) to test factor invariance. The chi-square test between the two 
structural equation models (before and after imposing factor invariance) 
suggested no substantial loss in model fit, Ax^ = 39.58, M f = y U p �. 0 5 . 
Although the chi-square value did not reach statistical nonsignificance, y^ (543, 
TV =869) = 1181.873, the three overall fit indices indicated that the assumption of 
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factor invariance was acceptable, RMSEA= .04, NNFI = .91, and CFI = .92. 
This final model served as the baseline model for subsequent tests of path 
invariance. 
Testing Path Invariance in the Final Model 
To test for the presence of any cultural effects for the structural paths, a 
chi-square difference test was performed for each of the structural paths by 
comparing the baseline model and the model with equality constraints on the 
path coefficients under examination. Table 3 shows the test results for path 
invariance of the final model as well as the standardized path coefficients. 
Culture-General Paths 
Results showed that four out of the eight structural paths in the final model 
were culture-general while the rest were culture-specific. The culture-general 
paths included the following: 
Familiarity to Justification. The strength of familiarity as a predictor of 
justification was equally positive though weak across the four cultural groups ((3 
=.16). 
Harm to Blame. The strength of harm as a predictor of blame was equal and 
positive across the four cultural groups ((3 = .27). 
Intention to Blame. The strength of intention was an equal and positive predictor 
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of blame across the four cultural groups (p = .35). 
Harm to Hostility. The strength of harm as a positive predictor of hostility 
was equal across the four cultural groups (p = .18). 
Culture-Specific Paths 
Results showed that cultural effects existed in four of the eight structural 
paths in the final model. The culture-specific paths included the following: 
Familiarity to Harm. Whereas familiarity positively predicted harm in 
Japan (P = .34)，the US (P = .53)，and Germany (P 二 .51)，its relationship with 
harm was nonsignificant in Hong Kong (p == .03). 
Familiarity to Intention. Whereas familiarity negatively predicted the 
judgment of the harmdoer's intention in the Hong Kong，American and German 
groups (Ps = -.24，-.33 and -.30, respectively), it did not have any effect on 
intention for the Japanese participants (p = .06). 
Justification to Blame. Justification was a stronger positive predictor of 
blame for the Japanese and the American groups (Ps = -.70 and -.70, respectively) 
than for the Hong Kong and German groups (p = -.53 and -.53, respectively). 
Blame to Hostility. Blame was a stronger positive predictor of hostility for 
the Hong Kong and the American groups (Ps = .74 and .66, respectively) than 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Regulating Hostility 23 
Explained Variances for Hostility 
The amount of explained variances for hostility in the model varied across 
cultures. For the Hong Kong group and the American group, considerable 
portions of the variance in hostility (R^ = .63 and .50，respectively) were 
explained. To a lesser degree, the model also accounted for a significant but 
smaller portion of the variance in hostility for the Japanese and German 
participants (R^ = .25 and .17，respectively). 
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Chapter 4: Discussion 
The aim of the present research was to explore the psychological 
mechanisms involved in the prediction of hostility in response to relational harm. 
Additionally, the generalizability of the hypothesized processes across cultures 
was also examined. 
Rejecting Model B Across All Cultures 
Although Model B was suggested to be more acceptable in explaining the 
US data (Quigley and Tedeschi, 1996), findings of the present study indicated 
that Model B, with the more extensive measures in the current study, was found 
to be problematic in all four samples. 
Accepting Model A Across All Cultures 
On the contrary, both the original Model A and the new Model A with 
additional predictor, familiarity, were shown to fit the data well in all four 
cultures. Since the models examined in the present study comprised a wider 
spectrum of items in measuring the constructs, findings of the present study 
provided evidence against the claim that Model B was truly more suitable in 
explicating the relationships among the variables. Importantly, results 
illuminated the reciprocal relationship between blame and anger proposed by 
Quigley & Tedeschi (1996)，which was shown to be inapplicable to four 
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different cultures, including the US. As a result of these findings, there are 
reasons to believe that hostility is a result of our cognitions, not vice versa. 
Pancultural Model of Interpersonally triggered Hostility 
Consistent with the hypothesis of the current study, the acceptable overall 
fit indices suggest that the psychological mechanism behind our interpersonally 
triggered hostility operates similarly in different cultural groups. In other words, 
regardless of culture, our level of hostility towards a relational transgressor is 
determined by how familiar we are with the harmdoer, in addition to the degree 
of harm inflicted and our cognitive appraisals of the harm. Findings of the 
present study suggest a pancultural psychological mechanism that regulates the 
level of our hostility in response to relational harm. 
Culture-Specific Properties of the Model 
The culture-general structure of the model, however, does not tell us the 
complete story about the psychological mechanism behind the regulation of 
interpersonally triggered hostility. The cultural nonequivalence shown in some 
of the structural paths reveal that the predictive power of some variables in the 
model is either non-existent or relatively weaker in some cultures. Taken 
together, out of the eight structural paths in the model, half of the links show a 
culture-general pattern whereas the other half demonstrate a culture-specific 
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pattern. 
The Role of Familiarity 
The major difference of the revised Model A from the original Model A was 
the addition of familiarity which predicted harm, intention and justification, 
respectively. The reason for this extension was to test the hypothesis that the 
degree of familiarity between the victim and the harmdoer will contribute to the 
prediction of hostility by influencing our assessment of the amount of harm we 
suffer as well as our cognitive appraisals of the harmdoer's act. Findings of the 
current study supported this hypothesis, revealing that the judgment of our 
familiarity with the harmdoer was a significant predictor of harm, intention and 
justification for both the Americans and the Germans, and sometimes for people 
in Hong Kong and Japan as well. 
Interestingly, whereas an increased level of familiarity between the victim 
and the harmdoer will lead to more emotional and relational harm in Japan, 
Germany and the US, this predictive relationship between familiarity and harm 
does not apply to the Hong Kong people. In other words, other things being 
constant, being harmed by a more familiar person will lead to more hostility 
among the Japanese, Germans and Americans only. The degree of harm 
experienced by the Hong Kong people appears to be the same whether the 
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harmdoer is a familiar person or not. 
A similar cultural distinction takes place between familiarity and intention. 
Whereas familiarity predicts a decreased level of perceived intention in Hong 
Kong，Germany and the US, this relationship between familiarity and intention 
does not exist in Japan. Apart from the Japanese, people from other cultural 
groups tend to deemphasize the degree of harm by thinking that it is not their 
familiar relational partners' intention to harm them. 
The final model shows a mild but culture-general effect of familiarity on 
justification. Specifically, regardless of culture, the more familiar one is with the 
transgressor, the more one thinks the relational harm is justified. These findings, 
together with the findings on the relationship between familiarity and intention, 
elucidated the often perplexing interpersonal phenomenon where severely 
abused wives choose to stay with their abusive husbands. When a high level of 
familiarity with the harmdoer is perceived, one is likely to downplay the 
seriousness of the harm by thinking that the perpetrator is unintentional (except 
for the Japanese) and that the harmful act is more justified. 
Relationships Among Variables From Original Model A 
The interrelationships among the rest of the variables in the model were 
mostly culture-general. The cultural differences in the remaining structural paths 
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were only differences in the strength of association. Both harm (p=27) and 
intention (p= 35) predicted the amount of blame equally well in all four cultures. 
In particular, the greater the harm and the attribution of intention were, the 
greater the amount of blame that was ascribed. Justification was a strong 
predictor of blame such that the more justified the harm was, the less blame was 
attributed. This connection between justification and blame was shown to be 
stronger in Japan (P=-_70) and the US ((3=-.70) than in Hong Kong (P=-.53) and 
Germany (P=-.53). 
Harm contributed to the prediction of hostility equally well in all four 
cultures (P=. 18). Although the effect appeared to be weak, the amount of harm 
suffered was capable of increasing the amount of hostility without going through 
any cognitive evaluations of blame. The irrational or more precisely "a-rational" 
element in our emotional response is thus demonstrated by this direct 
relationship between harm and hostility. 
Finally, as expected, the cognitive attribution of blame was a satisfactory 
predictor of hostility such that the more blame that was attributed to the 
harmdoer, the more hostile emotions were experienced. This effect of blame on 
hostility was relatively stronger in Hong Kong (P=.74) and the US ((3二.66)，than 
in Japan (p= 40) and Germany (P=.33). 
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Implications of Cultural Effects 
As mentioned above, the effect of familiarity on harm and intention was 
absent in Hong Kong and Japan, respectively. These findings showed that if the 
study had been done in only one of these four cultures, some of the elements in 
the model might not have been confirmed. The importance of cross-cultural 
research in explicating human psychology is thus revealed. 
Furthermore, no consistent cultural pattern can be found in the model. For 
instance, whereas the Americans are more like the Japanese in their relationship 
between justification and blame, the Japanese are more similar to the Germans in 
their relationship between blame and hostility. Consequently, the cultural effects 
found in the current model cannot be explained by the differences so commonly 
emphasized between the Western and the Asian cultures, i.e., individualism and 
collectivism (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989). Evidently, other 
parameters have to be unearthed to expound the diversified cultural effects in the 
present model. 
Limitations and Implications for Further Studies 
Findings of the current study should be considered in relation to its 
limitations. First of all, the size of the samples was modest considering the 
complexity of the models. Moreover, gender composition was imbalanced, with 
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more women than men in all four cultures. The study should be repeated with 
larger and more gender-balanced samples. 
Another concern is the cross-cultural generalizability of the findings. Since 
the cultural representatives in the present study included participants from four 
different cultures only, whether similar culture-general or culture-specific 
patterns would be found in other societies is an empirical question. To answer 
this question, samples have be collected from other cultures in future studies. 
Ofnoteworthiness is the predictive power of the one-item measure of 
familiarity which significantly predicts harm and intention in three of the four 
cultures and predicts justification across all four cultures. The social and 
psychological meanings of familiarity as well as the cultural differences of its 
effects on hostility should be investigated in future studies. 
Lastly, the current model includes only some of the variables involved in 
the prediction of hostility arising from relational harm. In order to enhance the 
comprehensiveness of the model, further studies should introduce more variables 
to its makeup. These variables may include more contextual factors (e.g., type of 
harm and physical attractiveness) as well as personality factors of the perpetrator 
and the victim (e.g., agreeableness and neuroticism). 
Closing Remarks 
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In conclusion, the present study makes important contributions to the 
literature on hostility as well as relational maintenance. In addition to the 
previous findings that hostility induced by relational harm is a function of our 
assessments of harm, intention, justification and blame, it has been shown that 
familiarity with the harmdoer also plays a role in predicting the level of hostility 
we experience. Furthermore, these psychological processes are applicable to a 
diversity of cultures. Of particular importance is the finding that with greater 
familiarity with the relational transgressor, we might adjust our cognitive 
appraisals, including increased justification of the harmful act, and in some 
cultures, decreased intention of the transgressor, so that our level of hostility will 
be reduced. Findings of the current study provide potential explanations to 
intriguing social phenomenon such as spouse abuse as well as other relational 
maintenance issues. To substantiate the evidence for the effectiveness of the 
current model in predicting relational maintenance behaviors, future research 
will need to include measures of behavioral reactions subsequent to the 
experience of harm and hostility. 
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Appendix 
Items on the Questionnaire 
Familiarity (1 item) 
. How well did you know the person who harmed you? 
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very well 
Emotional Harm (2 items) 
• How would you rate the amount of emotional harm which occurred to 
you in the incident? 
No harm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very great harm 
• How severe was the emotional harm you suffered? 
No harm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very severe harm 
Relational Harm (1 item) 
• How much harm was done to your relationship with the person who 
harmed you? 
No harm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very severe harm 
Justification (4 items) 
• The person was justified in what (s)he did. 
Not justified 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very justified 
• The other person believed (s)he had a legitimate reason for harming 
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you. 
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree 
• The person had a right to do what s(he) did to you. 
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree 
. You deserved what the person did to you. 
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree 
Intention (3 items) 
. The person intended to harm me. 
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
• The person wanted to harm me. 
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
. The person planned on harming me. 
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
Blame (4 items) 
. It was the person's faulty that I was harmed. 
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
• The person was wrong to do what (s)he did. 
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
• The person is guilty of causing the harm 
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Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
• How much do you blame the other person for harming you? 
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much 
Hostility (4 items) 
• How irritated were you at the other person? 
No irritation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strong irritation 
• How annoyed were you at the other person? 
Not annoyed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very annoyed 
. How angry were you at the other person? 
Not angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very angry 
. How much did you resent the other person for harming you? 
No resentment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strong resentment 
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